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shared services, while  the Fund Council  is  responsible  for evaluating CRPs and cross‐cutting  issues 
through the establishment of a new  Independent Evaluation Arrangement. The evaluations by  the 
Independent Evaluation Arrangement may include validation of findings from external evaluations of 
CRPs commissioned by  the Consortium, but  reports and accountability would be only  to  the Fund 
Council. There is also provision for an independent evaluation of the Partnership (Consortium, Fund 
Council,  ISPC) and the relationship with GCARD every six to seven years. The  Independent Science 
and  Partnership  Council  commissions  in  partnership  with  the  Consortium,  ex‐post  impact 
assessment of the development effectiveness of CGIAR investments. Further the Centers continue to 
have a responsibility for evaluation of work outside the CRPs and it may also be noted that the 2008 




with  regards  to  the  establishment,  functions  and  role  of  the  CGIAR  Independent  Evaluation 
Arrangement and how  it could operate effectively within the new M&E Framework as approved. A 






developing  the  Independent  Evaluation  Arrangement  as  originally  envisaged,  without  taking  an 
overall look at the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed evaluation framework. I would like to 
place on record that the Consortium Board was not consulted  in the preparation of the TORs. The 
consultant  team  however  is  supposed  to  engage  initially,  in  a  number  of  consultations  with 































2010  10  1  1  1  12 
CIP  2007‐11  3  4  8 
CIAT  2006‐11  1.8  2  1  6 
ICARDA  2006‐10  3  2  6  8 
ILRI  2008‐9  5  n/s  4  5 
Bioversity  2007‐10  2.3  1  3  5 
CIFOR  2007‐9  2.0  1  1  4+ 
Average 7 
Centers    3.8         
Percentage by number of 














































































































































































































I. Background  
 
At the 2009 CGIAR Business Meeting a new Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) framework for 
the new CGIAR was approved1. It will support the successful implementation of the Strategy and 
Results Framework and help translate the CGIAR vision into tangible results. It reflects a new 
accountability framework in which the Consortium Board is responsible for external evaluation 
of each Center, Mega Program components and cross cutting issues, and Consortium Office 
including shared services, while the Fund Council is responsible for evaluating Mega Programs 
and cross cutting issues through an independent evaluation arrangement.  
 
Excerpt from CGIAR M&E Framework  
 
The evaluation system provides periodic objective assessments of the extent to which Mega Programs and other 
aspects of the CGIAR are likely to or have achieved their stated objectives, as articulated in the SRF and the 
CGIAR Joint Declaration.  
 
                                                            
1   http://www.cgiar.org/pdf/Business%20Meeting%202009/voices_for_change_final_jan2010.pdf  
 
 The Consortium Board commissions periodic External Evaluations of Mega Program components and/or 
cross-cutting issues. These evaluations feed into the independent evaluations of Mega Programs.  
 The Consortium Board also commissions External Evaluations of Centers every five years to evaluate 
Centers' governance, management and financial health. The broad objective of a Center evaluation is to provide 
the Consortium Board with an external and rigorous assessment of the institutional health of Centers. The 
evaluation of Centers programmatic performance is incorporated in the evaluation of Mega-Programs.  
 
 The Fund Council commissions Independent Evaluations of Mega Programs every four years focusing on 
the extent to which its outputs and outcomes are likely to achieve, or have achieved, stated objectives. The 
evaluations are implemented through an independent evaluation arrangement and may include validation of 
findings from external evaluations commissioned by the Consortium.  
 
 An Independent Evaluation of the Partnership is carried out every six to seven years. It is commissioned by 
a Reference Group constituted for the purpose, in which all relevant parties will be represented. The evaluation 
will assess (i) the efficacy of the Consortium, the Fund, the ISPC (including their support units), and the 
relationship with GCARD; and (ii) the effectiveness of the research conducted by the Partnership in light of the 
CGIAR Vision and Strategic Objectives.  
 
Source: Voices for Change, The New CGIAR, Washington DC, 2009      
 
The overall M&E framework incorporates a number of decisions on the specific aspects of 
monitoring and evaluation. As approved by the CGIAR Business Meeting, an independent 
evaluation arrangement will be established; its design will be finalized in 2010 and it will become 
operational in 2010/11 or as required. Its design and governance should be in accordance with 
international best practice and follow standards of “independence” as defined by the OECD/DAC 
Network of Development Evaluation, based on guidance provided by the Fund Council in 
consultation with the Consortium Board.  
 
At its first meeting on February 23, 2010, the Fund Council (FC) agreed to “appoint a part-time 
(about 25%) evaluator for the next 18 months to help design the whole independent evaluation 
arrangement. The individual would:  
 
 be hired by and work for the FC;  
 be hired to move forward the establishment of the independent evaluation arrangement;  
 be regarded not as a consultant but as an evaluator, to move forward the establishment of the 
independent evaluation arrangement;  
 have independence from other entities in the System;  
 would bring to the FC a high level of evaluation credibility;  
 receive a ToR that the arrangement should include elements of independence, learning, cost-
effectiveness, non-duplication of function, etc;  
 work out the ToRs for the kinds of MP evaluation that the system expects to have and develop 
mock-ups of what such evaluation would look like;  
 be given a deadline to submit his/her recommended design well before the scheduled conduct 
of the first evaluation; and  
 not be involved in actual evaluation of the MPs and the system.  
 
A committee composed of FC members would be appointed to draft the ToR for the 
abovementioned individual and serve on the search and selection committee. Professional 
evaluators (e.g. the heads of IFAD’s evaluation unit and World Bank’s evaluation unit) would be 
invited to join the committee.”  
 
At the Search and Selection Committee’s suggestion, the Fund Council agreed during its second 
meeting on July 14 and 16 “to shorten the timeline for design of the Independent Evaluation 
Arrangement (IEA) from 18 months to 12 months. It also agreed that a second person should 
be hired to help design the IEA.”  
 
II. Objective of Assignment  
 
Develop and establish an “Independent Evaluation Arrangement” for the CGIAR that will operate 
effectively within the new M&E Framework as approved by the CGIAR at its Business meeting 
in December 2009. The work should be guided by international best practice in evaluation, and 
involve adequate consultation with the key stakeholders.  
 
III. Scope of work  
 
During a 12-month period a team of two evaluation experts should design a new Independent 
Evaluation Arrangement for the CGIAR that would operate effectively within the new M&E 
framework (approved by the CGIAR in December 2009.  
 
The framework states that “Performance evaluation in the new CGIAR will comprise (i) external 
evaluations of Mega Program components commissioned by the Consortium Board on a regular 
schedule, (ii) independent evaluations of Mega Programs and/or cross-cutting themes 
commissioned by the Fund Council and which may inter alia validate findings of Consortium-
commissioned evaluations, and (iii) independent evaluation of the CGIAR Partnership as a whole 
commissioned by a Joint Fund Council/Consortium Reference Group.”  The latter two types of 
evaluation will be led by a new CGIAR Independent Evaluation Arrangement. 
  
The CGIAR is a unique science for development partnership. Thus, lessons learned and best 
practices from science evaluation as well as development evaluation should be considered and 
incorporated into the CGIAR evaluation system.  
 
The Team would have the following responsibilities:  
 
1. Develop a CGIAR Policy on Research for Development Evaluation  
 
These guidelines would encompass: 
  
a. A set of core principles and norms to serve as guiding criteria for forming and 
operationalizing the evaluation function;  
 
The basis for designing a new evaluation function is to establish a set of core principles and 
norms to serve as guiding criteria for forming and operationalizing the new evaluation function. 
Those principles and norms should embrace  
Independence  
Consultation with stakeholders, including end-users of research  
Competence and quality assurance  
Learning and knowledge building  
Non-duplication and cost-effectiveness.2  
                                                            
2
    Adapted from the United Nation Evaluation Group, Standards for Evaluation in the UN System, April 2005.  
 
 
b. Evaluation Policies and Standards.  
 
Building on international best practice, experiences from within the CGIAR and the CGIAR 
M&E framework document a system-wide CGIAR Evaluation Policy and Standards should 
be developed. It should encompass both Consortium and Fund Council commissioned external 
evaluations to ensure similar quality and methodology.  
 
The evaluation policy should include  
Clear explanation of the concept and role of evaluation within the organization;  
Clear definition of the roles and responsibilities of the evaluation professionals, the 
governing bodies, programme management at the Consortium/Centers;  
An emphasis on the need for adherence to the organization’s evaluation guidelines;  
Explanation of how evaluations are prioritized, planned and linked;  
Description of how evaluations are organized, managed, budgeted and implemented; 
including an explanation of how key stakeholders (e.g. farmers organizations and civil society 
organizations) should be involved in the evaluation process;  
An emphasis on the requirements for the follow-up of evaluations;  
Clear statement on disclosure and dissemination of findings.2  
 
Clear system-wide standards should be established as a reference guide for the evaluations that 
are to be conducted at the various programmatic and institutional levels of the CGIAR 
Partnership. These would address  
Competencies and ethics of evaluators  
Conduct of evaluations (i.e. design, process, selection of team, implementation, reporting, 
and follow-up (including learning and knowledge building)  
Evaluation report  
 
The guidelines should be developed in close collaboration with the Consortium Board (or their 
representatives) to ensure agreement on and commitment to high quality standards across all 
evaluation products and effective alignment across the different levels of evaluation 
responsibilities.  
 
The proposed CGIAR Policy on Evaluation jointly developed with the Consortium Board should 
be submitted to the Fund Council for approval.  
 
2. Help define the Mandate of the Head of the Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA), 
and develop Terms of Reference for the new IEA and its Head  
 
In the context of the CGIAR M&E Framework and informed by comprehensive consultations 
with stakeholder the evaluation experts should help to (i) clearly define the mandate of the head 
of the IEA and (ii) develop clear ToR for the unit as a whole and the unit head in particular. 
Special attention should be given to ensuring non-duplication of evaluation functions and impact 
assessment functions and responsibilities across the system.  
 
The documents describing the mandate and the TORs should be submitted to the Fund Council 
for their approval.  
 
3. Develop Guidelines for drafting Terms of Reference for the independent evaluation of 
CGIAR funded Mega-Programs  
 
The new CGIAR Strategy and Results Framework will be implemented through a set of Mega 
Programs led by the Consortium and its Centers. For each MP a performance agreement will be 
signed with the CGIAR Fund. The future IEA will be leading the independent evaluation of the 
Mega Programs on behalf of the Fund Council.  
 
The Evaluation Team should develop guidelines for terms of reference for the evaluation of Mega 
Programs that build on and validate Consortium Board commissioned periodic external 
evaluations of Mega Program components and/or cross-cutting issues. This will be critical to 
avoid duplication and increase cost –effectiveness of the evaluation system as a whole. The 
guidelines should set the broad rules for the formulation of ToR for individual Mega Programs.  
 
The Guidelines should be fully aligned with the overall CGIAR Policy on Evaluation, and shall 
be submitted to the Fund Council for approval.  
 
4. Develop guidelines for the independent evaluation of the CGIAR Partnership as a whole 
(“System-Review”)  
 
The M&E Framework document states that an Independent Evaluation of the Partnership shall be 
carried out every six to seven years. It is commissioned by a Reference Group constituted for the 
purpose, in which all relevant parties will be represented and managed by IEA. The evaluation 
should assess (i) the efficacy of the Consortium, the Fund, the ISPC (including their support 
units), and the relationship with GCARD; and (ii) the effectiveness of the research conducted by 
the Partnership in light of the CGIAR Vision and Strategic Objectives.  
 
The Team should develop guidelines for preparing, managing and following-up on a partnership 
review, including  
- Procedures for the selection of the reference group and its ToR;  
- Procedures for search and selection of the evaluation panel(s);  
- Description of the core evaluation building blocks, including core performance indicators that 
need to be tracked to ensure the “evaluability” of the partnership with regards to its effectiveness 
and impact;  
- General approach to evaluating the independence of IEA, its evaluation processes, and the 
credibility and utility of its evaluations.  
 
The guidelines should be fully aligned with the overall CGIAR Policy on Evaluation, and shall be 
submitted to the Fund Council for approval. 
 
5. Advise the Fund Council on the design of performance agreements with the Consortium, 
including the development of performance indicators  
 
A core pillar of the reform is that in the new CGIAR the Fund and the Consortium will sign 
performance agreements for MP to operationalize the SRF. The monitoring system for research 
under the SRF is the overall responsibility of the Consortium and will be designed to provide 
real-time information about program outputs and outcomes to research managers in Centers and 
the Consortium. This information also serves as a basis for regular progress reports of the 
Consortium to the Fund Council, and thus for annual performance reviews by the Fund Council. 
A common system and set of metrics will be used for reporting program performance information 




The Evaluation Team will advise the Fund Council on the design of the performance agreements, 
particularly with regards to the set of metrics for tracking and reporting program performance that 
will be subject to the annual performance reviews by the Fund4. A common information system 
tracking reliable and valid performance indicators of MPs will be critical for ensuring the long-
term “evaluability” of the MPs by the IEA. 
  
6. Assess options and administrative arrangements for housing the IEA at FAO  
 
The proposed location for the Independent Evaluation Arrangement/Unit is FAO in Rome. The 
Unit would be hosted by FAO and would have a separate administrative agreement with the host 
organization ensuring that its independence is not compromised. The Fund Council showed 
strong agreement and FAO signaled their interest in serving as the host organization and offered 
to further explore this possibility. 
  
The Team is expected to further explore in more detail the administrative opportunities and 
requirements for housing this unit at FAO, while ensuring that its independence is not 
compromised. This includes an assessment of : 
- the reporting arrangements vis-a-vis FAO and the Fund Council that should result from a host 
agreement  
- the administrative cost charged by the host organization  
- staff hiring procedures  
- any other relevant areas  
 
If, after a thorough assessment, an arrangement with FAO does not appear to be suitable, then 
alternative housing arrangement through other international organizations should be also 
explored, as needed. The assessment, including recommendations, should be submitted to the 
Fund Council for decision.  
 
7. Assess budget and staffing needs of the IEA  
 
Based on the proposed ToR of the IEA and its Head, the Team should assess the budget and 
staffing needs for IEA. This assessment should take into account feasible administrative scenarios 
for housing the Arrangement at FAO.  
 
As MPs will be phased-in over the coming years, it should also take into account short to long-
terms staffing scenarios.  
 
The budget proposal should be submitted to the Fund Council for decision.  
 
IV. Duration of Assignment and Location  
 
The assignment foresees 120 working days over a period of 12 months. A work plan to be 
prepared by the Team at the onset of the assignment should propose a more detailed timeline and 
allocation (in a balanced and staggered way) of the working days over the given time period of 12 
months (see section V).  
 
                                                            
4  While performance agreements for an early set of fast track MPs are expected to be signed within 2010, it will be still 
relevant to seek the evaluators advise on the design of the performance agreements that are expected to be signed 2011 and 
beyond.  
 
The Team will be hired through the CGIAR Fund Office in Washington, DC. It may choose to 
operate virtually as far as the work allows. Administrative and professional support will be 
provided to the Team by the Fund Office staff.  
 
The Fund Council (or designated representatives) will provide oversight for this assignment.  
 
V. Deliverables  
 
The Team is expected to prepare the following documents for consideration by the Fund Council  
 
1. Reports  
 
Inception Report The Team should prepare an inception report that includes a work plan 
specifying methodological and organizational aspects of its work, including any provisions for 
needed meetings, interviews, travel, formal events of consultations etc., as well as the necessary 
working days foreseen for key components of the work plan.  
 
The inception report should be ready within one month after the start date of the assignment, and 
will need to be approved by the CGIAR Fund Council before proceeding with the assignment.  
 
Progress Reports  
The Team should submit progress reports to the Fund Council for its Fall Meeting 2011 (and 
thereafter at the request of the Fund Council) reporting on the status of the work in relation to the 
work plan set out as part of the inception report. The Fund Council will assess the progress made 
to date, and advise on any adjustments that are required for the second half of the assignment.  
 
(Draft) Final Report  
A draft final report is due at the end of the assignment summarizing the work completed (see next 
paragraph) and making recommendations for next steps.  
 
The final report should accommodate comments/suggestions received from the Fund Council.  
 
2. Guidelines, ToRs, and Proposals  
 
The Team is expected to take the lead in (i) consulting with the key stakeholder groups on the 
preparation of the various documents and (ii) submitting the documents to the Fund Council for 
their consideration and approval (closely working with the Fund Office). The following 
documents should be prepared:  
 
 CGIAR Policy on Evaluation of Research for Development  
 Mandate of the Head of the Independent Evaluation Arrangement, and Terms of Reference for 
the new Independent Evaluation Arrangement and its Head  
 Guidelines for drafting Terms of Reference for the independent evaluation of Mega-Programs  
 Guidelines for the Independent Evaluation of the CGIAR Partnership as a whole  
 Budget and staffing proposal of an Independent Evaluation Arrangement of the CGIAR, 
including an assessment of options and a proposal on the administrative arrangement for housing 
of staff working as part of IEA  
 
A detailed timeline for preparing deliverables listed under paragraph 2 (Guidelines, ToRs and 
proposals) should be included in the inception report, and progress made on the preparation of the 
individual documents reported as part of the progress report(s).  
 
VI. Consultations  
 
In developing the deliverables the Team is expected to conduct comprehensive consultations 
with key stakeholders, including - but not limited to - the Consortium Board, Center 
leadership, Fund Council, ISPC, and selected beneficiaries/end-users. This could involve 
formal consultation workshops on some of the key policy and guideline documents. 
